Our study examines the effect of social desirability on the model developed by Salter et al. (2001 
Introduction
t is not a new phenomenon that scandals and unethical behavior plague the business world. Similar to politics, business has earned the reputation for being an area where people and companies are not particularly bothered by scruples. In fact, most people who hear the words "business" and "ethics" paired together simply laugh and poke fun at the apparent oxymoron. Perhaps this phenomenon should not surprise us given the reported increase in collegiate cheating. Research has shown that cheating behaviors was carried over from high school to college (Bernardi et al., 2004) . Unfortunately, given the popularity of the Internet, academic dishonesty is becoming more prevalent on college campuses. For example, The Wall Street Journal (April, 1995) reports that college students believe that:
When you get to college, you don't follow the same rules your parents laid down for you. But we're just taking a break [during college and will] get back to [the rules] later.
However, because an individual"s values are established by early life experiences, these values will probably not be altered by future educational experiences (DuPont and Craig, 1996). Consequently, a major concern is that students" attitudes toward cheating may determine their conduct and decisions as managers (Lysonski and Gaidis, 1991) . Our study is grounded on Randall and Gibson"s (1990) finding that nearly 90 percent of business ethics studies rely on self-reported data, but do not control for social desirability response bias (SDRB). This research examines the effect of SDRB in modeling students" cheating behavior, which Ameen et al. (1996) and Salter et al. did not control for in their research. Barnett and Vaicys (2000) found that individuals" ethical judgments associate with their behavioral intentions. Figure 1 shows the basic influences on an individual"s decision-making process (Ajzen and Fishbein 1980) . This model suggests that, when facing a scenario where these values imply different actions, there might be a conflict between an academic code of conduct and personal values.
Literature Review

I
Figure 1. The Influence of Individual Attitudes and Subjective Norms in Decision Making
Note: arrows indicate proposed direction of influence.
From: Ajzen and Fishbein (1980, p. 8) Social desirability response bias (SDRB) is the tendency of individuals to respond to questions in a manner that they deem as socially acceptable. For example, if a person wished to be perceived as ethical, they would answer questions they believed achieved that goal regardless of their true beliefs. Chung and Monroe (2003) confirmed that bias was higher when the respondent deemed the action as more ethical (i.e. more desirable) and lower when deemed less ethical (i.e. less desirable). Randall and Fernandes (1991) and Schoderbek and Deshpande (1996) also found a positive association between social desirability and self-reported data to questions on ethics; however, while this is an established phenomenon, less than 10 percent of the studies in ethics control for SDRB (Randall and Gibson, 1990 ).
We believe that several of the independent variables that were used by Ameen et al. (1996) and Salter et al. (2001) in modeling students" cheating behavior associate with SDRB. Consequently, the literature review focuses on our hypothetical associations between SDRB and Ameen et al. and Salter et al."s independent variables. In the development of our research hypotheses, we inherently assume that an individual desires to be perceived as behaving ethically, and that desire may lead to socially desirable responding. For instance, one could argue that SDRB influences the responses of students to questions concerning:
their self-reported cheating behavior; 2.
their tolerance towards cheating; 3.
their cynicism about cheating; and, 4.
one"s acknowledged intention to cheat in the future.
Self-Reported Cheating Behavior
While the effects of social desirability response bias have been consistently documented in other areas of research using self-reported survey data, social desirability response bias is uniformly ignored or quickly dismissed in cheating research. For instance, in the 14 studies cited in this research, we found only one study (7.1 
H1:
As social desirability response bias increases, self-reported cheating behavior will decrease.
Tolerance towards Cheating
Tolerance towards cheating refers to how students view academic dishonesty. Many factors may contribute to college students" decisions to cheat, but the fact that most students lack academic integrity or have a high tolerance for cheating is disturbing (Davis et al., 1992) . In Bunn et al."s (1992) study, over 70 percent of the students surveyed did not believe that cheating was a problem, even though the majority indicated that they did cheat. These researchers believed that students do "not consider cheating a serious offense" (p. 201). Likewise, several studies found an association between students cheating and their attitudes and/or tolerance towards cheating (Jensen et. al., 2002; Jordan, 2001 ; Whitley et al., 2001). Our second hypothesis suggests the association between social desirability response bias and a student"s reported tolerance of cheating.
H2:
As social desirability response bias increases, self-reported tolerance toward cheating will decrease.
Cynicism about Cheating
Cynicism reflects a basic distrust of human nature and motives; additionally, students think that cheating is the only way to "level the playing field" because of the competition in college (McCabe et al., 2001 ). For example, Ameen et al. (1996) found that students with a higher level of cynicism are more likely to cheat. In their replication of Ameen et al."s study, Salter et al. (2001) found similar results. Jordan (2001) notes that academically dishonest (honest) students witness more (less) cheating and believe their peers are cheating more (less) often. Consequently, observing others cheat reinforces one"s own cheating behavior. However, while cynicism associates with cheating behavior (Ameen et al., 1996; Salter et al., 2001 ), an attitude of "I cheat because others are cheating" would not be seen as a socially desirable response, and our third hypothesis can be stated:
H3:
As social desirability response bias increases, self-reported cynicism decreases.
Intention to Cheat
One"s intention to cheat is a difficult variable to measure and is potentially tainted by the individual"s desire to maintain an image of being a "good and honest person" (i.e., image management). Research suggests that, if you ask a person what he/she believes another person would do in a situation, socially desirable responding is minimized (McDonald and Ho, 1995) . While a considerable body of research is based on this premise (i.e., the literature in moral development using the Defining Issues Test [Rest, 1979] ), there has not been a definitive study supporting this premise. Consequently, our review of the literature is quite constrained.
Bernardi et al. (2004) examined students cheating using a research instrument based on the Defining Issues Test (DIT). In contrast to using the general scenarios in the DIT, the authors constructed and validated a parallel test (i.e., the Academic Honesty Scale [AHS]) that incorporated dilemmas focusing on situations involving the potential temptation to cheat. Rather than asking participants to estimate what the person in each scenario would do on a three-point scale (i.e., cheat, not sure, or do not cheat), the authors used a seven-point Likert scale to measure a student"s intentions to act honestly/dishonestly in each scenario. The student"s responses on the Likert scales for the three scenarios were summed to compute the Academic Integrity Index (AII), which is an indication of the student"s intention to cheat over the three scenarios.
Their data support Graham et al."s (1994) findings that students" attitudes towards cheating are better at explaining cheating behavior than background variables. While the score on the AII was only marginally significant between students who never cheated and those who only cheated in high school, the AII was highly significant between students who never cheated and those cheated in both high school and college. Consequently, their data suggest that the AII measures an individual"s propensity to act honestly in a situation involving the potential for cheating. However, Bernardi et al. did not incorporate a measure of social desirability response bias in their study.
The influence of social desirability response bias has been demonstrated in ethics literature; however, as Randall and Gibson (1990) note, only a small percentage of published research controls for this bias. In an international study involving students from ten countries, Bernardi et al. (2003) found a consistent significance of social desirability response bias in responses to ethical dilemmas was significant in the models of four of their five scenarios. Their findings suggest that conclusions drawn from research need to be adjusted for the level of social desirability response bias of different cultures.
H4:
As social desirable responding increases, the self-reported intentions to cheat in the future will decrease.
Gender and Cheating
A common finding in most research is that women are more ethically sensitive than men. For instance, Swamy et al. (2001) found that women were significantly more likely to categorize a given corrupt action as "never justified" than were men. In their research, Bernardi and Arnold (1997) found that women scored higher on the DIT (Rest"s Defining Issues Test) indicating that women are more ethically sensitive than are men. Jensen et al. (2002) found that men are more likely to cheat than women. However, Whitley (2001, p. 250) discovered that female college students "hold more negative attitudes toward cheating than do [male college students] but are about equally likely to cheat." Women are also more likely to respond in a socially desirable manner (Bernardi et al., 2003; Jensen et al, 2002; Schoderbek and Deshpande, 1996) . Consequently, we control for gender in this research.
Methodology
Subjects
Our sample included 174 responses of which 101 (58.1 percent) were from male and 73 (41.9 percent) were from female business majors. Our research instrument consisted of the Impression Management questionnaire (Paulus 1986), a brief background questionnaire, and the same research instrument used by Salter et al. (Appendix). The surveys were given out during class time and were administered by a student who told the participants that faculty would not see any of the completed surveys. The student also told the participants that the faculty member doing the research would only be provided with an Excel file with that contained the survey data. No indication of the student"s name was included on the survey instrument and the forms indicating the willingness to participate in the research were collected separately from the remaining data.
Variables
We use the same variables in this research that were used in three prior studies on cheating behavior (Salter et al., 2001; Ameen et al., 1996; Sierles et al., 1980) , which are shown in Table 1 . Unlike prior studies, our research specifically examines the potential contamination of prior models by social desirability response bias. To control for this factor, we used the Impression Management Subscale (IMS) of Paulhus" (1986) Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR). The impression management portion of the BIDR is a 20-item subscale that had the overall highest correlation with seven other social desirability measures reported by Randall and Fernandes (1991) . As shown in Table 1 , the average score on the IMS was 5.1; female (male) participants" average score was 5.7 (4.6). Equally important, the data in Table 1 also indicate that the current sample is very similar to Salter et al."s data. 
DATA ANALYSIS
Overview Our analysis will model the cheating behavior of our sample to show that our data provide a similar model to what previous research reported. We believe that this demonstrates that our data is similar to the data in prior studies (i.e., ours is not a rogue sample composed of outlier data). Consequently, an association of our model"s variables with social desirability response bias can probably be attributed to the variables in the models reported in prior research.
Cheating Behavior and Social Desirability Response Bias
As indicated in Table 1 , we use two measures of cheating behavior. CHEAT1 is the sum of four cheating behaviors reported by our participants: cheating on a major or minor test and cheating on a major or minor project. CHEAT2 is a dichotomous variable and is coded 1 if CHEAT1 was any value other than zero (e.g., the participant had cheated on any one or a combination of our four behaviors) or 0 if the participant had not cheated. Our models for both CHEAT1 and CHEAT2 are shown in Table 2 . Our first model is for CHEAT1, which was not a measure of cheating behavior that other research reported examining. However, we believe it is as important to examine because CHEAT2 only reflects whether or not the student had cheated. The model for CHEAT1 (Panel A of Table 2) indicates that a student"s INTENT to cheat in the future was the most significant predictor of the prior cheating behavior. The other two variables that were significant in the model were INTOLERANCE and ENVIRONMENT, which are also variables reported in prior research. The model explains one third of the variation (adjusted r 2 ) of our data. While our measure of social desirability response bias (IMS) was not significant in the model for CHEAT1, in a univariate model, it was significant (p < .0001).
Our dependent variable CHEAT2 is an indicator variable that reflects whether a student cheated in the past (1) or not cheated (0); consequently, we used a logistic regression model in this part of the analysis. The model for CHEAT2 (Panel B of Table 2) indicates that a student"s INTENT to cheat in the future was also the most significant predictor of the prior cheating behavior. INTOLERANCE and ENVIRONMENT were also significant in this model and in prior research. The model explains 26.0 percent of the variation (adjusted r 2 ) of our data. While our measure of social desirability response bias (IMS) was also not significant in the model for CHEAT2; in a univariate model, it was significant (p < .0005). Again, we provide these analyses because they demonstrate the similarity of our data with the data in prior research.
We also examined our data for CHEAT1 and CHEAT2 and social desirability response bias using contingency analysis. 2 Our assumption in this part of the analysis is that if cheating behavior is not affected by socially desirable responding, then the reported cheating behavior (either CHEAT1 or CHEAT2) should be uniformly distributed throughout the levels of the IMS variable. To demonstrate this analysis, we will first analyze the data for the PUNISH and ENVIRONMENT variables. The data in Table 3 indicate that our assumption of an even distribution of responses (i.e., nearly equal expected values for each IMS group) is correct for the PUNISH and ENVIRONMENT variables for each social desirability response bias group. Low Group 0 to 2 (men)/0 to 3 (women) Medium Group 3 to 6 (men)/4 to 7 (women) High Group Above 6 (M)/Above 7 (W)
We expressed CHEAT1 as a percentage of the total possible cheating behaviors; the total possible score on CHEAT1 was four because there were four possible opportunities to cheat (Table 1) . For example had all participants cheated in two of the four possible situations, CHEAT1 would be 50 percent. Consequently, we would expect that, regardless of IMS category, 32.4 (25.7) percent of the male (female) students would have cheated. The Panel A of Table 4 data indicate that our expectation was nearly correct for the medium (low and medium) group of male (female) students for CHEAT1. 3 However, for the low and high groups of male students and the high group of female students, our expectation was not correct. The data indicate that the lowest IMS groups reported a higher percentage of cheating behavior (in this case CHEAT1) than the highest IMS groups. The hypothesis that CHEAT1 is independent of social desirability response bias can be rejected (X 2 = 16.1, p < .0001). The data in Panel B of Table 4 indicate that our expectation was nearly correct for the medium groups of male and female students for CHEAT2. Again, our expectation was not correct for the other two groups of male and female students. The data indicate that the lowest IMS groups reported a higher percentage of cheating behavior (in this case CHEAT2) than the highest IMS groups. The hypothesis that CHEAT2 is independent of social desirability response bias can be rejected (X 2 = 20.9, p < .0001).
Contamination of Measures by Social Desirability Response Bias
The data in Table 5 show the models for INTOLERANCE of cheating (Panel A) and CYNICISM about cheating (Panel B). As indicated in Panel A, a student"s prior cheating behavior (CHEAT1) was the most powerful variable in their willingness to TOLERATE cheating. Social desirability response bias (IMS) was the only other significant variable in the model and explains 6.7 percent of the variation in INTOLERANCE of cheating. (Paulhus, 1986) For our CYNICISM model (Panel B), our data indicate that a student"s INTENT to cheat in the future was the most significant variable and that IMS was marginally significant. As one would anticipate, as socially desirable responding increased, one"s INTOLERANCE for cheating increased (e.g., IMS has a positive sign in Panel A). However, as socially desirable responding increased, ones CYNICISM about cheating decreased (e.g., IMS has a negative sign in Panel B), which one would also anticipate. We also used a contingency-analysis approach to demonstrate the lack of independence of our INTENT to cheat in the future. Our assumption for this variable is the same as for CHEAT1 and CHEAT2; if this variable is not affected by socially desirable responding, then its reported values should be uniformly distributed throughout the levels of the IMS variable. For INTENT of cheat in the future, we would anticipate a 49.0 (34.7) percent uniform value throughout the range of IMS groups. The data in Table 6 indicate that our expectation was only correct for the middle group for both male and female students. The data indicate that the lowest IMS groups reported a higher percentage of intention to cheat in the future than the highest IMS groups. The hypothesis that INTENT is independent of social desirable response bias can be rejected (X 2 = 42.3, p < .0005).
Conclusions
This research set out to determine whether an individuals" level of social desirability response bias associates with several of the variables included in prior research on student cheating. Our analysis indicates that our data were similar to the data used by Salter et al. (2001) for the students from the United States as it relates to the model for cheating behavior. Our analysis also indicates that the self-reported cheating behavior of students is contaminated by social desirability response bias. We also demonstrate that several of the independent variables considered in prior research (i.e., Intolerance of cheating, cynicism about cheating, and intent to cheat in the future) are also contaminated by social desirability response bias.
Our data echo the caution of Randall and Gibson (1990) that, even though self-reported data were used in 90 percent of business ethics research since 1960, only one out of 96 articles considered social desirability response bias as part of their research design. Our Image management Subscale data were consistently significant for the dependent and independent variables studied. Our analysis suggests that future research needs to include a measure of social desirability response bias in the research methodology.
Not addressed to this point is whether to include social desirability response bias as an independent variable or to standardize (i.e., adjust) the variables considered in the research by social desirability response bias. However, this debate was not the purpose of this research, but it does suggest an interesting subject for future research. While one study does not conclusively prove an association among variables, we believe that this is the first research to show that the existing research on student cheating needs to be reexamined for social desirability response bias.
There are three apparent limitations in our research. The first limitation is that the sample comes from only one university and should be expanded to examine a broader base. Second, we only examined the attitudes of business majors, future research should expand our sample to include majors outside of business. Finally, we used Paulhus" measure of social desirability response bias; other measures should be used in future research.
Endnotes
1.
The lead and second authors collaborate on many research projects and alternate lead author responsibilities. Both authors contribute equally to all of their joint works.
2.
We added the contingency analysis for the CHEAT1 and CHEAT2 variables because we believe it is a better (more visual) depiction of our results.
3.
Because of differences in the distributions of the IMS variable, we had to use different cutoffs for male and female students. We also changed these cutoff points to see if our choice of groupings made a difference in our analysis; the results remained the same regardless of grouping cutoff.
